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FAIRBANKS NORTH STAR BOROUGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 

 
B O A R D  O F  E D U C A T I O N  

 
FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 

 
 
Work Session     MINUTES March 19, 2012 
 
President Brophy called the work session to order at 6:03 p.m. in the Board Room of the FNSBSD 
Administrative Center at 520 Fifth Avenue to discuss the district’s 2012-2013 Proposed Budget and to 
hear public testimony.   
 
Present: 
 Kristina Brophy, President 
 Sharon McConnell, Vice President  
 Sue Hull, Treasurer 
 Silver Chord, Member 

Absent: 
    Sean Rice, Clerk 
 
    
 

      Wendy Dominique, Member 
 John Thies, Member 
  
Staff Present: 
 Pete Lewis, Superintendent 
 Mike Fisher, Chief Financial Officer 
 Karen Gaborik, Assistant Superintendent – Secondary  
 Roxa Hawkins, Assistant Superintendent – Elementary  
 Dave Ferree, Assistant Superintendent – Facilities Management 
 Kathy Hughes, Executive Director of Alternative Instruction & Accountability 
 Bob Hadaway, Executive Director of Special Education  
 Clarence Bolden, Executive Director of Human Resources 
 Robin Mullins, Director of Business Services 
 Katherine Sanders, Director of Library Media 
 Richard Smith, North Pole Middle School Principal 
 Kathy Helmick, Budget Specialist 
 Sharon Tuttle, Executive Assistant to the Board 
 
Public Testimony on the Proposed 2012-13 Budget 
Lynne Krizek, 682 Gold Vein Road, Lathrop High School librarian, had come before the board 
previously in support of reinstating the library assistant positions. Ms. Krizek quoted Ben Franklin, 
“Energy and persistence conquer all things.” She had the persistence – she had come before the 
board previously, along with her library assistant at a regular board meeting, and at a work session 
with a transcript of student testimony on their thoughts regarding the loss of library services.  
 
Ms. Krizek prepared a spreadsheet handout for board members showing the responsibilities of the 
librarian (herself) and her two current library assistants, as well as daily tasks shared by all of them.  
With the proposed cut of a library assistant, she had to take all the responsibilities of one of the 
assistants, because she would have to absorb those duties.  
 
Ms. Krizek was not sure how she would function next year with 75 more lines (according to her chart) 
of responsibilities. She was greatly concerned about the issue because collaboration played an 
important role in the library. She enjoyed working with classes and helping students, but was not sure 
how she would do that next year if a library assistant position was eliminated. She would not have the 
time to get out and about in the building.  
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Public Testimony on the Proposed 2012-13 Budget (continued) 
 
Ms. Krizek asked the board to help her prioritize which duties on her spreadsheet she would be able 
to complete and which duties she would be able to cut, because she was greatly concerned she 
would not be able to do that. She had recently read about the trend of the librarian as the “embedded 
librarian” meaning one might not know it, but librarians were all over the building, all the time, all 
through the day.  
 
The main goal was to help students in their learning and have the library be the place where students 
focused on learning. Ms. Krizek needed to be free to help students, but she did not know how she 
would be able to do that. Instead of the “embedded librarian” she might turn out to be the “emaciated 
librarian” because she would not have time to eat as she tried to complete all the duties, in all the 
columns from her spreadsheet.  
 
Ms. Krizek realized there were many cuts, but she thought it would be a great disservice to students, 
student achievement, and learning if the library did not have a full force. Ms. Krizek thanked the board 
for their time.  
  
Mrs. Hull asked Ms. Krizek to speak to the librarian’s responsibilities related to technology and how 
Lathrop’s library load might be different from other schools. Ms. Krizek stated just the size of 
Lathrop’s student body – 1,170 students – using the library’s iPads was a big endeavor. A lot of her 
time was spent cleaning up the iPads, ordering the apps, and making certain they were updated. The 
iPads alone had added to Ms. Krizek’s work load. Mrs. Hull asked if network services could provide 
some support or was it a building assigned responsibility. Ms. Krizek stated she was the mobile 
device manager and in charge of purchasing apps. The three carts of iPads had been distributed to 
teachers as home base managers, but they did not have the time to go through them.  Students did 
mess with the devices so constant clean-up was necessary. Network services had such a backlog. 
 
With the technology curriculum, Ms. Krizek explained students were making travel brochures, 
iMovies, and other technology based assignments and she would like to be able to help students with 
their work. Teachers were not always adept to the latest technology. The ITTs were not in the building 
all that often. They came to the school when they were booked.  People knew the library was the 
information source regarding technology. Teachers came to the library when they needed assistance. 
They did a lot of handholding.  
 
Mrs. Hull asked Ms. Krizek about the work load of Lathrop’s library compared to other schools.  
Ms. Krizek did not know, but she thought a school of 800 students would have a lot less work than 
Lathrop.   
 
Jenifer Cameron, PO Box 117, encouraged the board to support the recommendation of reinstating 
the elementary art specialist. She believed the position needed to be reinstated because art was a 
part of everyone’s world. If board members closed their eyes and thought about how they would learn 
without visual literacy, it was something that could not be done. The brain depended upon the visual 
interaction with the world. District students were 21st century learners. The world was becoming 
increasingly visual.  Students would be at a disadvantage if the district did not continue with a strong 
core arts program.  
 
As Ms. Cameron traveled around the state and Outside to conferences, she absolutely touted the 
support the district and board had provided to the arts. It had given her great pleasure and honor to 
talk about how the district had supported the arts program from elementary through high school. Art 
was core to the district, included on report cards, and required to be taught in the district. Without the 
support of the elementary art specialists for every elementary teacher, in every elementary 
classroom, for every elementary student, it would be inequitable. There would be gabs in art 
education.  
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Public Testimony on the Proposed 2012-13 Budget (continued) 
 

Art was not isolated. The arts were in place to make engineers better engineers. They made 
mathematicians better mathematicians.  Art was how spark was created for new ideas and creativity.  
If art was impacted in a negative way, beginning with the elementary students, they would not have a 
second opportunity. The elementary art program was where art specialists could support what they 
knew about brain research and effective teaching practices.  
 

Ms. Cameron felt the community had always supported a strong arts program because they liked to 
use it as something important to attract people to the community. Fairbanks’ strong arts and cultural 
offerings were absolute diamond. Ms. Cameron wished the board would support a fully-staffed 
elementary arts specialist program.  
 

Larry Ehnert, PO Box 74918, a member of the Citizen’s Budget Review Committee, chastised himself 
for some of the comments he made and not made during the committee’s report presented at a 
previous work session. He had made a couple of mistakes. In talking about special education funding 
and the cost of hiring the 23 positions, he felt the costs were over estimated. The costs had been 
estimated at an average cost of hiring a teacher. He did not think a teacher would actually be hired in 
at the average cost. He acknowledged, for budgeting purposes, the average cost would be used, but 
a new person actually being hired would not cost that much.   
 

Mr. Ehnert also believed there would be savings in regards to health care costs for a new hire. The 26 
percent benefit factor for $70,000 was $18,200, but the district’s cost for health care for an employee 
was approximately $12,200. Mr. Ehnert did not believe it would be a big deal with the average costs if 
the district was hiring only one or two people. But in calculating 23 positions by over estimating 
between $20,000-$30,000, it would total close to half a million dollars. It seemed to him to be a little 
over estimated.  
 

Mr. Ehnert understood the budget committee did not want to talk much about the state of 
negotiations, but as the list of priorities for add-back money was discussed, it would be nice to see it 
on the list of priorities. He knew it was everyone’s priority to settle the contract but it was never part of 
the budget committee discussion.  
 

Mr. Ehnert wanted to discuss the contract in terms of the budget. He provided board members with a 
scattergram and a handout of scattergrams on salary steps and columns for certified staff across the 
district. He pointed out as more money was received from different revenue sources, the graph never 
changed. One would not know what year the scattergram was from. Mr. Ehnert found it pretty 
profound the graph never changed. If it never changed, the only cost, in terms of the budget, to 
settling the contract was the percent on the base. The steps and columns stayed the same.  People 
left the district and people came to the district. Mr. Ehnert wanted to make it clear the only real cost to 
the budget was the percent on the base.   
 

Mrs. Dominique asked if the issue was something to be considered in negotiations or as part of the 
budget package. Mr. Ehnert stated the reason it was a concern to the budget was because many 
times during the budgeting process, status quo – maintenance level increases were discussed. 
Status quo meant the district had to budget for projected maintenance level increases in salaries and 
benefits. He thought the administration had budgeted at one percent or so for next year, noting the 
contract had not yet been settled. Mr. Ehnert’s personal opinion was one percent was not the correct 
number to use. He had found it a little frustrating being on the budget committee when the real budget 
numbers were not used to make the budget more accurate. The budget was not so tight that 3 
percent, 2.5 percent, 2.0 percent, or whatever it turned out to be, could not be absorbed. The only 
number that increased was the $63 million or so that was spent on salaries. Every percentage was an 
extra $630,000 to the budget. It was only the base that affected the budget, it was not the steps 
and/or columns because they did not change from year to year – they remained constant, unless a 
step or column was added to the salary table. Mr. Ehnert noted the big lines on his graphs were the 
master’s and bachelor’s columns where employees had topped out.    
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Public Testimony on the Proposed 2012-13 Budget (continued) 
 
Mr. Ehnert reiterated negotiations weren’t really discussed at the Budget Review Committee 
meetings. They had worked in the constraints of the one percent. He believed that was a little 
unrealistic. He hoped the issued would become a priority for the school board.  
 
Karen Stomberg, 4076 Birch Lane, spoke in support of the art program.  Ms. Stomberg shared 
information about the district’s art program because she thought some board members might not 
have a long history with the district. The district’s art programs were thirty years old. Art had been on 
the budget cliff many times over the years, but the elementary art program had never been cut 
because it had always been seen as a very cost effective way to get a lot of art into the elementary 
schools. The school board would like every child to have at least one hour of art a week. The program 
had been very effective and had sustained over time because it worked.  
 
Ms. Stomberg spoke about the district’s high school art programs. The high school programs were 
continuing to help amazing students do amazing work. Teachers worked hard to learn skills and 
utilize their creative thinking to work in collaborative ways to bring art to students. Unfortunately the 
programs had been eroded over the past few years. There were teacher retirements which had not 
been filled. There were skeleton art crews working in the high schools.  
 
Ms. Stomberg mentioned the creative things which were being done with technology and art. She 
believed it was an area that needed to be watched. More and more everyone had technology in their 
hands. The basis of a lot of technology had to do with visual understanding. Art teachers in many 
districts were working hand in hand with tech teachers or they were technology teachers as well as 
art teachers. Ms. Stomberg thought it was something the district had to consider at the high school 
level to help train students in ways to use technology more effectively. She recognized the secondary 
art issues were site-based decisions on how the cuts were being made at middle and high schools. 
She wasn’t certain if there was a direct way the school board could affect the issue, but she wanted 
them to be aware that as strong and wonderful as the programs had been, teachers were over taxed.  
Frequently, teachers had three or four levels of art going on in a classroom at the same time, with up 
to forty students. Ms. Stomberg thanked the board for their time.   
 
Heidi Atkinson, 1504 22nd Avenue, a districtwide elementary art teacher, spoke in support of the arts. 
Ms. Atkinson, understandably emotional, stated it would be her position, as an elementary art 
specialist, that would be eliminated in the proposed budget. She did not wish to speak about herself, 
but about the position. Ms. Atkinson saw over 1,000 students and 100 teachers. She helped them 
schedule the art kits and secure materials they did not have the resources to obtain. The district’s 
elementary art program was an amazing, award winning program. It had been replicated and 
received national grants.  
 
Ms. Atkinson would like to see the elementary art program remain strong. She was a product of the 
program. She grew up in Fairbanks and attended district schools.  She had left the state to get an art 
education degree so she could return to Fairbanks to teach. The program had done amazing things 
for her. Ms. Atkinson thanked the board.   
 
Proposed 2012-13 Budget 
Board members began their in-depth review of the administration’s 2012-13 Proposed Budget.  Board 
members would consider the Citizen’s Budget Review Committee’s recommendations; the public 
input they had received over the course of the budget process; and the needs of the district as they 
worked to develop the district’s 2012-13 Recommended Budget which had to be presented to the 
borough assembly by April 1. The unknown factor of revenues made producing a recommended 
budget very difficult. Board members would have to determine a reasonable revenue level or 
projected revenue level on which to base the recommended budget.  
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Proposed 2012-13 Budget (continued) 
 
In determining the administration’s proposed budget, the administration had looked at every 
department and some positions had been recommended for elimination. It was reported from a board 
member she had received reports of staff members in the administrative center who were spending 
their time reading the paper, playing on the computer, and other non-work related activities and those 
positions should be looked at for elimination. Superintendent Lewis stated if there were individuals 
who were not performing, they certainly needed to be addressed on an individual basis.  
 
Board members thoroughly reviewed the budget committee and the administration’s proposed budget 
add-backs. The board would need to determine their add-back list to determine a recommended 
budget. Class size was a board priority. Board members asked about the number of teachers needed 
to restore class size from the proposed budget back to the current level.  There was some confusion 
on the number of teachers needed to be added back in; the administration would have the information 
at the next meeting.  
 
Throughout the budget process, the board had heard public testimony in favor of restoring class size 
and the ERII and EMII programs, and reinstating the library assistants, the districtwide art teacher, 
custodians, the middle school concept, and a principal position to cover a full time principal at both 
Two Rivers and Salcha. They had also heard support for adding an assistant principal to Arctic Light 
Elementary School. 
 
As part of the board’s review of the proposed budget, they asked for costs associated with the library 
assistant, art teacher, and custodian positions. Special education services, staffing, funding, and 
growth were discussed. Board members acknowledged the hard work of the Citizen’s Budget Review 
Committee and thought it was beneficial to have it operate as a year-round committee.  
 
Board members spoke to the importance of program success and sustainability. One board member 
voiced concern decisions were being made arbitrarily and felt each program and person in a 
department should be reviewed. The board member had not seen enough data to show what 
program worked and which program did not work. Most the comments were anecdotal and the board 
was making decisions off the top of their head and not backed by data. The board had to consider the 
impact of their decisions. The board member asked for the meaning of success.     
 
Other board members agreed the board needed to consider the effectiveness of programs and the 
results achieved for students by the programs in their decisions, but sometimes the measurement of 
success of a program was beyond the data. The administration provided and presented reports 
throughout the year filled with data and information on the success or failure and pros and cons of the 
district’s many programs. It was the responsibility of each board member to ask questions and 
familiarize themselves with the information. Program review was an ongoing process throughout the 
entire year.  The best the board could do was to consider the expert advice of the administration 
specialists, the budget committee’s recommendations, the input from the public, and the information 
they had obtained throughout the year on different programs when considering the proposed budget 
and program cuts. The board was faced with a $12 million shortfall; there was no easy fix.   
 
During discussions on reinstating the elementary principal position, board members asked about 
enrollments at Salcha and Two Rivers, as well as the cost of a head teacher position versus a 
principal position. In an effort to balance the return of some positions, board members looked at 
decreasing the two safety liaisons positions from twelve months to ten months. 
  
The board had many questions surrounding the middle school concept and the impact on students 
and staff if the concept was eliminated. Board members voiced concern about the possible loss of 
student academic time, staff collaboration time, scheduling issues, and elective options. The loss of 
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2012-13 Budget (continued) 
 

the middle school concept would equate to the loss of several teacher positions and team Proposed 
collaboration time. Concern was also voiced over the issue of equity in collaboration time between 
middle schools, high schools, and elementary schools. The administration believed collaboration time 
could be provided with some restructuring of the schedule. They also did not believe student core 
academic time would be reduced. As was noted by a middle school principal at an earlier meeting, 
elective options might be increased with the elimination of the middle school concept.    
   
To help facilitate the board’s work, the administration suggested providing board members with a 
listing of each proposed cut, as well as each recommended add-back and its associated cost at the 
board’s next work session. Board members would then be able to reinstate or remove positions and 
programs within the budget constraints.  
   
Revenue Picture 
Superintendent Lewis stated the administration’s proposed budget was based on flat funding from the 
state, borough, and federal levels. The budget committee had built in approximately $4 million ($3 
million from the state and $1 million from the borough) in additional projected revenue. The 
administration believed the district would receive some additional state revenue, although how much 
and in what form was not known. The governor had proposed $30.3 million in one-time education 
money to help with transportation and energy costs, but that was not guaranteed. The administration 
thought the district would receive at least $3 million in additional state funding; it might be more. The 
state legislature had been looking at different education funding options outside the base student 
allocation (BSA) including energy, transportation, and other options.  
 
In working to determine a reasonable revenue amount for the district’s recommended budget, the 
board discussed different funding levels from $3 to $5 million in possible additional state revenue and 
an additional $1 million in local funding. Some members expressed reservations in utilizing the larger 
figure in state funding and were not optimistic about the additional local funding. But the board agreed 
it was important to ask the borough for what was needed.  
 
After much discussion, board members agreed to a more conservative estimate of $3.5 million in 
additional funding from the state and $1 million from the borough. In going with the lesser amount, 
Board members felt it would be easier to reinstate personnel and programs rather than have to 
eliminate them again. Also, the district had some contractual deadlines to meet regarding 
nonretention and other personnel actions in the event of cuts.    
 
The administration noted the district had received updated utility costs for the year. Noting the frigid 
cold month of January, they believed energy costs would be at least $600,000+ more, but would have 
more information at the next meeting.  
 
Public Testimony on the Proposed 2012-13 Budget 
Karen Stomberg, 4076 Birch Lane, thanked the board for their hard work on the budget; she found 
their discussions interesting. She knew it was hard to squeeze water out of a stone. Ms. Stomberg 
presented some data in support of the art center. There were five teachers who saw every 
elementary student from preschool to sixth grade – approximately 8,000 students – three times a 
year, which equated to 24,000 student contacts per year. The program had a $15,000 supply budget 
which was wonderful, but equated out to less than seventy-five cents per student. The art teachers 
had figured out how to make it work and deliver excellent art without spending a lot of money.  
 
Ms. Stomberg spoke about the district art kits. The art teachers had created them from their art 
lessons. The kits circulated throughout the district so teachers could check them out to present art on 
their own to classrooms. Ms. Stomberg stated 72 art kits had been sent out earlier in the day to 
classrooms across the district. About 36,000 kits were circulated through the year, which were a 
result of the team of art teachers. Ms. Stomberg appreciated the work of the board.   
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Public Testimony on the Proposed 2012-13 Budget (continued) 
 

Richard Smith, 739 Fabian Drive, North Pole Middle School principal, having heard the board’s 
discussions felt compelled to advocate on behalf of his 668 students, their families, the North Pole 
community, and his faculty. North Pole Middle was the fourth largest secondary school in the district; 
they had four fewer students than North Pole High for next year and only 27 fewer students as of 
current time.  
 
Mr. Smith realized the board’s daunting task. He appreciated the advocacy for the middle school 
model. He understood it was expense and might go away. Mr. Smith reported North Pole Middle did a 
lot and they did it with less. One of the board’s priorities was excellence and equity. He agreed equity 
did not mean the same for everyone and it did not mean a school hit a certain enrollment number and 
received a certain number of staff or other resources. He reiterated North Pole did the same with less.  
 
Mr. Smith explained North Pole Middle got the job done with one less assistant principal, two less 
counselors, and three less secretaries than North Pole High and four less than the other large high 
schools. The school did a lot and did it well.  Mr. Smith would be happy to share the school’s SBA 
data with the board. The school’s writing scores had grown dramatically, although the math scores 
still needed work. Mr. Smith asked that North Pole Middle School not be lumped with the other three 
middle schools; they were not the same. North Pole Middle was not the same size; they did not have 
the same dynamics. North Pole Middle was proud to be different. 
 
When looking at parent input from the school’s climate and connectedness survey, Mr. Smith 
reported 88 percent of the families stated their student enjoyed coming to school. Seventy-four 
percent believed the middle school model was helpful; 74 percent of parents believed their child had 
a positive relationship with teachers; 82 percent found the building was safe; and 82 percent gave the 
school a grade of an A or B.  
 
Mr. Smith acknowledged the board had a huge budget to balance. It would be a terrible shame if the 
middle school model was eliminated. He emphasized North Pole Middle did a lot with less. When 
talking about equity, Mr. Smith asked that North Pole Middle School not be compared with the middle 
schools any longer. They were a high school in size. The school and faculty were doing an 
outstanding job.  North Pole Middle families and community should be proud.  
 
Mr. Chord asked Mr. Smith how North Pole Middle School would adapt if the middle school concept 
was eliminated. Mr. Smith did not have an answer for Mr. Chord, but he would work closely with the 
superintendent and assistant superintendent to get it figured out. The school would do it. 
 
Mrs. Hull tried to clarify Mr. Smith’s testimony, as the middle school concept would not eliminate the 
equity issues Mr. Smith raised. Mr. Smith stated Mrs. Hull was correct, it was not just about the 
middle school model, but it was part of the issue. He would be happy to show the board any of North 
Pole Middle School’s SBA data; they had made wonderful gains. In having attended the last couple of 
work sessions and hearing discussions about equity, Mr. Smith felt if he, as building principal, did not 
advocate for his building and community, who would.  He felt it was part of his responsibility, although 
it might be unpopular.  
 
Mrs. Hull did not believe Mr. Smith’s advocacy was unpopular and she hoped her question had not 
implied that; she was just trying to clarify Mr. Smith’s concerns. The issues he mentioned – one less 
assistant principal, two less counselors, and three less secretaries – would not be changed by the 
middle school concept. Mr. Smith agreed. Mrs. Hull thought the staff issues had caused pressure.  
Mr. Smith agreed there was pressure. He recognized the added positions were not in the proposed 
budget and he was not asking for them to be added to the proposed budget. He wanted the board to 
be aware of North Pole Middle’s numbers and size and hoped they would consider it more towards 
the high school model than the other three middle schools. Mr. Smith was not asking for additional 
staff, just for an awareness by the board. The North Pole Middle School staff worked very hard.  
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Public Testimony on the Proposed 2012-13 Budget (continued) 
 
Jenifer Cameron, PO Box 117, thanked the board for their discussions. She recognized the hard job 
they had in balancing the budget, but reminded them they had to remember quality of life and other 
things that were important to the future. Even though hard decisions were being made at the current 
time, the impact of those decisions in the future needed to be considered. Ms. Cameron asked the 
board to remember the elementary art specialist program served as mentors to teachers. They were 
embedded professional development. They touched the future of the quality of art education in the 
district. Cutting one position would impact like a pebble in a pond; not knowing where the impact 
would end. The elementary art program was a very cost effective program, but by cutting one person, 
it would greatly impact the program’s ability to provide the current level of professional development 
to teachers.  
 
Ms. Cameron spoke to Mr. Chord’s earlier remark about looking at each program. She spoke about 
the concept of treating the school district like a business. When businesses got into trouble, they 
looked at how to divide the trouble over the departments.  Ms. Cameron thought it was good in one 
aspect, but education was not a business. Why look at programs that were cost effective and 
working? In a business model, if there was a section that needed adjusting, you would make the 
adjustment, but if there were successful parts of the business, you wouldn’t cut it just because it was 
the equitable thing to do. That was Ms. Cameron’s rationale regarding Mr. Chord’s comments of 
looking at the programs and reviewing each of them individually.   
 
Ms. Cameron had just returned from Minneapolis and shared a bumper sticker she had seen on a 
passing car, “The best way to predict the future is to create it.”  Ms. Cameron thought that was the job 
of the district. She thanked the board.  
 
President Brophy thanked everyone who had testified and who were still in the audience. She 
commended everyone for coming out. Thinking about how many people the budget affected, the 
people in the audience were very few.  
 
Lapse Fund 
Mr. Fisher reviewed the lapse ordinance handouts. One of the handouts was an explanation of the 
lapse ordinance prepared by Mr. Fisher.  The other was a packet of information from the borough 
regarding the lapse ordinance.   
 
Superintendent Lewis updated the board on the lapse ordinance. The assembly would be meeting on 
Thursday to hear Assemblymember Hutchison’s proposed ordinance which would have the district 
using the same process the borough used regarding lapse funds. The district was supportive of 
Assemblymember Hutchison’s ordinance. It would be a great change for the district and help the 
district’s budget.  
 
Superintendent Lewis thought it would be important to have board members present at the borough 
assembly meeting, as well as other key stakeholders such as PTA members, parents, staff, etc.  It 
would be helpful if a couple of board members were prepared to testify in support of the ordinance.  
  
The meeting adjourned at 8:10 p.m. 
 
Submitted by Sharon Tuttle, executive assistant to the board of education.  


